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Page 1.  Re: Information provided by cooperators.  The commenter is invited to review Appendix A, Consultation and Coordination in the DEIS.  This section
documents that a large percentage of the suggestions from the cooperating agencies were incorporated into the range of alternatives presented in the DEIS.
Development of the preferred alternative is within the purview of the NPS.  The NPS is not obliged to incorporate in the preferred alternative the preferences
that might be indicated by the cooperating agencies.  Many suggestions for alternatives or alternative features were made in the thousands of comments
received.  A great deal of criticism was leveled at the current range of alternatives because people did not like the way features were “mixed.” The final
selected alternative that is to be documented in a Record of Decision may mix features from the range of alternatives evaluated in the final EIS.  Such mixing
can occur as long as the mixed features are consistent with one another, and as long as the features and their effects would not fall outside the range of
alternatives disclosed in the EIS (§1505.1(e)).  A finding as to that circumstance would be entirely appropriate in the Record of Decision, along with the
rationale, should the selected alternative not precisely correspond with one of the “mixes” evaluated in detail.
Page 2.  Re: Air Quality Summary Report.  Criticism stemming from the release of the draft summary ARD report and its content is beyond the scope of this
EIS analysis and requires no response.  The content of the report, so far as the alleged faulty information, was not a part of the Draft EIS.  The fact that the
cooperators disagree with how the document was publicized and distributed does not affect the air resources analysis in the EIS.
Page 2.  Re: Preferred alternative rationale.  This comment restates the disclosure of effects present in the DEIS.  Many commenters refer to any disclosure of
an impact as “admitting” something.  Readers should understand that it is the purpose of an EIS to disclose the possible effects of a proposed action and
alternatives to it, and that references to the “justification” for a preferred alternative is an entirely different issue relating to the decision to be made.
Page 2.  Re: Costs of road plowing.  A disclosure of the costs associated with road plowing can be found in Volume II, Appendix F, Construction and
Operating Costs.  The costs of both the existing road plowing and road grooming for snowmobiles are in the end absorbed by the taxpayer.  Alternative B
proposes no subsidy for a park visitor to ride the mass transit bus to Old Faithful.  The cost estimated for that service, as identified on page 29 of the DEIS, is
$20 to $25, not $10 to $20.
Page 2.  Re: Affordable access.  The stated purpose of plowing the road (DEIS, page 28) is to “improve affordable access” –     not   , as the commenter states, to
“provide affordable access for minority and low-income people”.  A thorough reading of the EIS would reveal that a required impact topic in an EIS is to
evaluate the effects of a proposed action on socially or economically disadvantaged populations (DEIS, page 80).  We disagree that this analysis is used as
“justification” for plowing in alternative B.  The preferred alternative addressed the issue of affordability because it was raised as a concern during the public
scoping process.  The cost of entering the park during the winter via snowcoach or snowmobile is much higher than entering the park by bus or auto.  The
intent was to provide an alternative that would be more affordable.  As you note in your letter, subsidizing the use of one particular user group is unfair to the
taxpayer and excludes others from enjoying their national parks.  Alternative B was intended to address these issues by providing access to the park interior for
a greater diversity of park visitors, while protecting park resources.  Under alternative B snowmobiles, snowcoaches, and mass transit wheeled vehicles would
access the Old Faithful Area.  Due, in part, to the clear lack of support for plowing the road to Old Faithful the NPS will identify a new preferred alternative in
the FEIS.
Page 2.  Re: Access to Mammoth.  The DEIS has not ignored that a more affordable access exists from Gardiner, Montana to Mammoth Terraces.  This area is
described on pages 136, 140, 141,and 145 of the DEIS.  The North Entrance is the second busiest winter entrance to Yellowstone.  As indicated on page 145
of the DEIS traffic using the highway to access Cooke City, Montana is not counted when compiling visitor use statistics for oversnow access.  The Mammoth
area is, as you indicate in your letter, a popular attraction.  However, it does not typically receive a reliable level of snowfall.  While the northern areas of the
park are popular, the sights most visitors want to experience are Old Faithful and the Grand Canyon of the Yellowstone (see page 148 of the DEIS).
Page 2.  Re: Effects on wildlife.  The effects of alternative B on wildlife have been disclosed for stress, habitat fragmentation and the trapping of wildlife in
road berms.  This analysis can be found in Chapter IV of the DEIS on pages 176-327.
Page 2.  Re: EPA and emissions standards.  The suggestion that the NPS should defer to EPA on the matter of emission standards for snowmobiles is
considered in the range of alternatives presented in the DEIS.
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Page 2.  Re: Decibel levels.  The NPS disagrees that the agency has misunderstood the function of a decibel rating.  A range of decibel ratings have been
presented (from 60 to 78 dB(A)) in the range of alternatives in the DEIS.  The analysis of the effects of these various decibels levels on the natural soundscape
of the 3 parks can be found for each alternative in Chapter IV of the DEIS.  Impacts on the natural soundscape have received further study and this information
will be included in the FEIS.
Page 3.  Re: Independent review of scientific studies and monitoring: published studies and monitoring reports should be available to the public.  For what
should be obvious reasons, this information should not be subjected to a political process in advance of their publication.  There are policies and protocols
already in place to ensure appropriate scientific review.  If future studies or monitoring indicate the need for management action, NPS will follow the
requirements already set in law (such as NEPA), regulation and policy.  At that time, the scientific basis for an action can be scrutinized and criticized by any
interested parties.
Page 3.  Re: Establish an advisory committee to assist with study design.  For obvious reasons, this information should not be subjected to a political process
in advance of their publication.  There are policies and protocols already in place to ensure appropriate scientific review.  If future studies or monitoring
indicate the need for management action, NPS will follow the requirements already set in law (such as NEPA), regulation and policy.  At that time, the
scientific basis for an action can be scrutinized and criticized by any interested parties.
Page 3.  Re: Require the sale of bio-based fuels within the Parks.  This is a feature of alternatives B, C and D.

Page 3.  Re: Carrying capacity.  NPS is encouraged by support for establishing a recreation carrying capacity.  In practice, setting a carrying capacity is a
highly complex and potentially divisive exercise.  NPS managers decided there was not sufficient time available in the settlement time frame to devote to this
type of analysis.  More explanation of the carrying capacity issue will be included in the FEIS.
Page 3.  Re: Nighttime closure.  This suggestion will be analyzed as part of alternative G in the FEIS.
Page 3.  Re: Disperse use to better utilize existing facilities.  Alternatives C, D and G conceptually include the opening of such facilities to one degree or
another.  A reference to other plans and environmental analysis on page 17 of the DEIS includes commercial services plans for both parks.  Since these plans
were in process, the decision was made not to include analysis of facilities currently being addressed.  Several alternatives (B, C and D) propose new warming
huts.
Page 3.  Re: Congestion and visual concerns at Old Faithful.  This suggestion may be useful in site-specific implementation of any of the alternatives retaining
snowmobile use at Old Faithful.  It is not a key programmatic feature; i.e. it does not require an EIS analysis for approval – it could be done now.
Page 3.  Re: Expanded nonmotorized routes away from motorized routes, served by shuttle service.  Additional routes are proposed in alternatives B, C, D and
G.  This suggestion is programmatically compatible with all alternatives, and could be implemented without further significant environmental review (as a
function of the Winter Use EIS and the decision resulting from it).  Whether solitude can actually be achieved by this separation depends upon site
characteristics and the degree to which motorized use sounds travel in the area.
Page 3.  Re: Prepaid passes requirement at West Yellowstone– prepaid passes for other gates.  Pre-paid passes are available in West Yellowstone.  Should the
need arise at other gates for the same reasons, the service could be expanded.  The rationale for this measure – mitigating pollution impacts on visitors and
employees – has a cost associated with it.  Opportunities for necessary NPS-visitor contact at the gate are lost.  Suggesting that all visitors forego an important
safety element of the park experience, so that their snowmobiles will be less polluting is clearly not in compliance with 36CFR 2.18.  The regulation states that
snowmobiles are prohibited except where designated and only when their use is consistent with the park’s natural, cultural, scenic and aesthetic values, safety
considerations and will not disturb wildlife or damage park resources.  In this case, mitigating an effect on park values and resources by completely
eliminating an important information and safety resource for park visitors is illogical.  Voluntary compliance with this management option is reasonable, but
only for those visitors who wish to utilize it.
Page 3.  Re: Length of season.  The length of the winter season is currently mid December to mid March and is analyzed as part of alternative A, the no action
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alternative.
Page 4.  Re: CDST.  This suggestion is a feature of alternative B in the DEIS.
Page 4.  Re: Improve grooming on the Grassy Lake Road and permit commercial outfitters.  These measures do not require a programmatic EIS.  They could
be considered at any time.
Page 4.  Re: Continue snowmobiles and snowplanes on Jackson Lake.  This suggestion is a feature of alternatives A and C in the DEIS.
Page 4.  Re: Continue existing plowed road access in YNP.  This is a feature of alternatives A, D, E, F and G.


